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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since 
this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office 
action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
May 03, 2006 has been entered. Claims 1-18 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

2. Claims 1, 3, 7, 9, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Applicant uses the language 
like "allowing" or "permitting" a computer to do something. Recognize that all these 
claims require is that a reference does not prohibit a computer from doing the recited 
acts. They do not cause any functionality to occur in the computer. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moos (US 5,881,152), and further in view of Kramer et al (US 5,414,852) and 
further in view of Shpuntov et al (US 5,917,928). 

a. Referring to claim 1: 
i. Moos teaches: 

(1) causing a calling process desiring to gain access to 
the protected area to locate an interface that permits access to the protected area [i.e., 
the programmable processor manages such a linkage of information stored on 
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the diskette and the physical data storage medium with the ID of an authorized 
user or process with access to this information. The ID of the user or process is 
checked by the intelligent processor chip via a separate interface. If the ID of the 
authorized user or process cannot be proven to the processor chip, access to the 
stored information is denied (column 3, lines 24-31)]; 

(2) causing the calling process to use the interface to 
create a trusted relationship between the calling process and system firmware [i.e., the 
contents of a data storage device are linked to the personalized key from an 
active storage device using a cryptographic process and are, thus, sealed. Any 
changes made by "third parties" can thus be detected at any time, since only 
"known" systems are capable of generating valid data storage media, securing 
data integrity, and establishing the singularity of the data through a reference. 
System components or users are defined as "known" by being recognized by all 
system components or users involved in the system (column 35-43)]; 

(3) once the trusted relationship has been established, 
allowing the calling process access to retrieve a directory of service areas in the 
protected area [i.e., copying of the stored information can be prevented or verified 
using information generated and managed by the processor and stored on the 
data storage device (column 3, lines 32-34)]; 

ii. Although Moos does not clearly and explicitly point out : 

(1) allowing access to one or more service areas in the 
protected area; processing data contained in the one or more service areas; and 
closing the protected area when processing data in the one or more service areas is 
complete [i.e.. Moos implies: the ID of the user or process is checked by the 
intelligent processor chip via a separate interface. If the ID of the authorized user 
or process cannot be proven to the processor chip, access to the stored 
information is denied, which means that if the ID matches the data in the target 
system, the authorized user allows to access to the stored information (column 3, 
lines 27-31)]. 

iii. In addition, Kramer teaches: 



Application/Control Number: 09/810,731 
Art Unit: 2135 



Page 4 



(1 ) Permission to perform only selected functions on data 
is also common. For example, users may be given access to selected files for only 
limited purposes. Users may be allowed to only read the particular data file, they may 
be allowed to read from a file and write (update) that file, or they may be authorized to 
read, write and delete that file. Access lists can be used to designate which users have 
some or all types of access to any particular file or groups of files (column 1, lines 18- 
26). Furthermore, if permissions are used, it is possible to provide a default user 
access symbol having restricted permissions, such as read only. In this case, the 
access list would have an individual list of users which need write and delete privileges, 
while the default symbol, which selects any other users, has only read permission. A 
similar technique can be used for the data managers, in a situation in which access is to 
be restricted only by user identifier, with any data manager having access to the object 
(column 5, lines 59-67 of Kramer). 

iv. Although Moos and Kramer do not clearly mention the 
closing process, Shpuntov teaches: 

(1) Referring to Figure 2, the control unit 12 then ends 
the enrollment control program at step 144 (column 10, lines 6-8 of Shpuntov). 

V. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to: 

(1) clearly point out the entire process of accessing the 
stored information in the protected area of the storage device for protecting stored data, 
and more particularly for preventing or identifying tampering of stored data (column 1, 
lines 6-8 of Moos). 

vi. The ordinary skilled person would have been motivated to: 
(1) clearly point out the entire process of accessing the 
stored information in the protected area of the storage device since access to such 
information can be protected, for example, by cryptographic methods which encode the 
data. However, the encoded information can still be physically copied in a simple 
manner. In the case of such information stored on data storage media for archiving or 
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transmission, the possibility exists in general that the information can be manipulated by 
unauthorized third parties before it is further processes (column 15-23 of Moos). 

b. Referrinci to claim 2: 

i. Moos further teaches: 

(1) sending a public key to the system firmware; 
modifying the public key using a private key using the system firmware; causing the 
calling process to validate the modified key; causing the system firmware to issues a 
public key to the calling process; modifying the public key using the private key using 
the calling process; causing the system firmware to validate the new key; and if the 
key is not validated, granting not access to the protected area; and if the key is 
validated, granting access to the protected area [I.e., referring to Figure 3, a standard 
algorithm generates a unique compressed form of the data, as shown in step 102 
of FIG. 3. This compressed data is provided with an ID (step 104) and a signature 
count from the chip. The data is encrypted with the secret part of the asymmetric 
key (step 106), and Is stored In the memory area of the chip (step 108). The 
signature counter status Is entered into the data storage medium to be protected. 
The functionality of the secret asymmetric key is secured with the help of a so- 
called "challenge and response" with the aid of the symmetric key. This means 
that the user group-dependent symmetric key must also be contained in the 
security software. An authorized target system can uniquely identify a data 
storage device thus secured. For this purpose, a challenge and response 
exchange is carried out between the software and the chip and thus the validity of 
the data storage device is established. Subsequently the data is read in the 
conventional manner and compressed with the same algorithm used for writing. 
The cryptogram obtained after writing to the data storage device is read from the 
memory of the chip and decoded using the public part of the asymmetric key 
(column 2, lines 61-67 through column 3, lines 1-14)]. 

c. Referring to claim 3: 

i. Moos/Kramer further teaches: 
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(1) returning a handle from the system firmware to the 
calling process once the system firmware has learned to trust the calling process; 
modifying the handle using the calling process; returning the modified handle to the 
system firmware as a part of the retrieve directory request; and allowing the calling 
process to locate the desired service area using the information returned by the retrieve 
directory request [i.e., these limitations are taught by the Moos/Kramer 
combination (see claim 1 rejection and Figure 1, column 2, lines 25-67 through 
column 3, lines 1-34)]. 

d. Referring to claims 4-5. 9-11, 15-17: 

i. These claims have limitations that is similar to those of claim 
3, thus they are rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 3 above. 

e. Referring to claims 6-7, 12-13, 18: 

i. These claims have limitations that is similar to those of claim 
1, thus they are rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above. 

f. Referring to claims 8, 14: 

i. These claims have limitations that are similar to those of 
claim 2, thus they are rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 2 above. 

Response to Argument 
5. Applicant's arguments filed May 03, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that: 

Some limitations such as "once the trusted relationship has been 
established, allowing the calling process access to retrieve a directory of service areas 
in the protected area, and allowing access to one or more service areas in the protected 
area", and "closing the protected area when the processing data in the one or more 
service areas is complete" which are not taught or suggested by the combination of 
references as cited by the Examiner. 

Examiner disagrees with the applicant and still maintains that: 
The combination of teachings between Moos, Kramer and Shpuntov do 
teach the claimed subject matter. In fact. Moos further teaches the programmable 
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processor manages such a linkage of information stored on the diskette and the 
physical data storage medium with the ID of an authorized user or process with access 
to this information. The ID of the user or process is checked by the intelligent processor 
chip via a separate interface. If the ID of the authorized user or process cannot be 
proven to the processor chip, access to the stored information is denied (column 3, lines 
23-30 of Moos). In addition, Kramer clearly teaches the same subject matter for 
protecting data in a computer system. Furthermore, Kramer discloses a data 
processing system include a plurality of data objects which are accessible by application 
programs through a system level interface. Each data object has an associated user 
access list. In addition, each object has at least one key indicating which applications 
can access that object. The key is preferably maintained in a protected storage area, 
accessible only by the low level system interface. Both the application identifier key and 
the user who invoked that application must match the identifier information in the data 
object for access to be allowed to that object. If an unauthorized user attempts access 
to the data object through the correct application, or an authorized user attempts access 
through an incorrect application, access to the data object will be denied by the low 
level interface (see Kramer's abstract). Besides, referring to Figure 4 of Kramer, the 
decision making process performed by the system level interface 20 is shown in the 
flow chart of FIG. 4. When a call is made to the system level interface to access an 
object, the data object is identified 60 and the type of access which has been requested 
is identified 62. A check is made to determine whether the user responsible for the 
request is on the access list for that data object 64, and if not access to the data object 
is denied 66. If the user is on the access list, control is passed to block 68 in which a 
check is made to determine whether a user has permission for this type of access. If 
not, access is again denied 66. If the user does have permission for this type of access, 
a determination is made 70 whether all of the requesting list of data managers are in the 
key list for the object. If not, access is denied 66. If the data managers are on the key 
list, the system determines 72 whether they have permission for this type of access. If 
not, access is denied. Only if all possible elements are correctly matched is access 
granted 74 (column 5, lines 23-41 of Kramer). Although Moos and Kramer do not 
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clearly mention the closing process, Shpuntov teaches referring to Figure 2, the control 
unit 12 then ends the enrollment control program at step 144 (column 10, lines 6-8 of 
Shpuntov). 

Therefore, in response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion 
to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
the combination of teachings between Moos, Kramer and Shpuntov are clearly 
sufficient. 

Moreover, Moos, Kramer and Shpuntov do not need to disclose anything 
over and above the invention as claimed in order to render it unpatentable or anticipate. 
A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural 
difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use, then it meets the claimed limitations. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be 

sustained. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Thanhnga (Tanya) Truong whose telephone number 
is 571-272-3858. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached at 571-272-3859. The fax and phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2100. 



TBT 

July 19, 2006 



